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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Stephen Bradley Vennis appeal s the sentence imposed by the dis-
trict court following his conviction for one count of distribution of
hydrocodone by use of a communication facility in violation of 21
U.S.C. § 843(b) (1994). Finding no error, we affirm.

Vennis claims through counsel that the district court erred in its
decision to enhance his base offense level by four points on the basis
of hisleadership role in a narcotics distribution scheme. See U.S. Sen-
tencing Guidelines Manual 8 3B1.1 (1997). Having reviewed the
record, we have found substantial support for the court's conclusion
that Vennis played aleadership role. Accordingly, the court did not
clearly err in applying the enhancement.

Vennis next claims the district court erred in denying him a two-
point reduction for acceptance of responsibility. See USSG § 3E1.1.
Specificaly, Vennis claims the court erroneously relied on the uncor-
roborated hearsay statements of Mindy Weaver to find that Vennis
had perjured himself and denied responsibility for all relevant con-
duct. Wefind that the statements were consistent with other facts
known to the court and that Vennis had an opportunity to rebut them.
Furthermore, Vennis denied other relevant conduct in his testimony
that was pertinent to the district court's decision denying acceptance
of responsibility. Therefore, we find that the district court did not
clearly err in itsdenia of the reduction.

Finally, we conclude that the additional claimsfiled by Vennisin

his pro se supplemental brief do not entitle him to relief. Vennis pri-
mary claim isthat the district court erred in enhancing his sentence
because of the Government's failure to timely file an information
notifying Vennis and the district court of the Government's intention
to seek a sentence enhancement on the basis of prior convictions. See
21 U.S.C. § 851(a)(1) (1994) (requiring that notice of intent to rely on
prior convictions be served on defendant and district court prior to
trial or guilty plea). Courts have traditionally applied the statutory
notice provision strictly. See United States v. Noland, 495 F.2d 529,
533 (5th Cir. 1974).
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The Government argues that V ennis had actual notice of itsinten-
tion to seek the enhancement. This information isimmaterial to a
determination of whether the Government's failure amounts to error.
See United States v. Weaver, 905 F.2d 1466, 1481 (11th Cir. 1990).
However, because Vennis failed to raise this matter at trial, the notice
is material to adetermination of whether the Government's failure
constitutes plain error. See United Statesv. Ford, 88 F.3d 1350, 1355
(4th Cir. 1996) (limiting application of plain error doctrine to those
instances where the error would serioudly affect the fairness, integrity,
or public reputation of judicial proceedings). A review of the tran-
script of the plea hearing demonstrates that Vennis had actual knowl-
edge of the Government's intention. (Pleatranscript at 14, 17).
Accordingly, Vennis cannot demonstrate plain error despite the Gov-
ernment’s failure to comply with the requirements of 21 U.S.C.

§ 851(a)(1) (1994), because his knowledge of the Government's
intention vitiates any unfairness that would otherwise result. This
claim must, therefore, be dismissed.

We have reviewed Vennis' remaining supplemental claims and

find them to be without merit.* Accordingly, although we grant Ven-
nis motion to file a supplemental brief, we affirm his conviction and
sentence.

AFFIRMED

*Vennis remaining claims are: (1) the district court erred by including
a 1991 destruction of property conviction in his criminal history cate-
gory; and (2) the district court erroneously enhanced his sentence based
on the fact that some of the offense conduct occurred while he was on
parole. These claims are meritless.
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